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First  find  thou  Truth,  and  then 
Although  she  strays 

From  beaten  paths  of  men 
To  untrod  ways — 

Her  leading  follow  straight ; 

And  bide  thy  fate. 

And  whether  smiles  or  scorn 

Thy  passing  greet, 
Or  f/nd'st  thou  flower  or  thorn 

Beneath  thy  feet- 
Fore  on;  nor  fear  thy  fate 
At  heaven's  gate. 
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THE  GOD  OF  ISRAEL. 


I.— THEOLOGY    AS    A    SCIENCE. 

AMONG  those  who  dare  to  think  on  the  fundamental  problems 
of  religion — and  their  number  is  growing  day  by  day — the 
theology  of  the  churches  is  fast  fading  away.  But,  in  the  place 
of  this,  the  theology  of  credulity,  there  is  arising  an  altogether 
different  one,  the  theology  of  science.  This  is  not  an  attempt  to 
circumvent  persecuting  bigots  by  verbally  retaining  God  as  an 
objective  being,  and  then  getting  rid  of  him  as  an  actuality  by 
the  method  of  definition— according  to  the  fashion  of  Spinoza, 
Hegel,  D.  G.  Ritchie,  Harald  Hoffding,  and  R.  J.  Campbell.  It 
is  a  frank  application  to  theistic  beliefs  of  that  method  of  causa  - 
tional  explanation  which  has  been  the  main  factor  in  the  growth 
of  modern  knowledge.  Men  are  beginning  to  recognize  that, 
though  the  supernatural  is  beyond  their  ken,  though  they  cannot 
know  even  whether,  beyond  the  order  of  nature,  there  is  or  is  not 
anything  to  be  known  ;  nevertheless  the  visions  and  concepts 
which  their  fathers  have  projected  on  the  dark  boundary  screen 
of  the  knowable  are  natural  phenomena,  like  all  else  within  our 
experience,  and  may  be  sorted  out,  arranged  in  order,  and  traced 
to  their  phenomenal  antecedents,  like  fossils,  and  plants,  and 
diseases,  and  rates  of  wages,  and  civil  laws.  A  deity  who,  re- 
garded as  an  objectively  existent  personality,  would  be  super- 
natural, becomes  part  of  that  great  complex  of  orderly  relations 
which  we  call  nature,  when  looked  at  as  a  subjective  phenomenon 
— as  a  product  of  the  human  mind.  And,  that  the  vast  majority 
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of  gods  are  this  and  nothing  more,  all  those  to  whom  my  argu- 
ment is  addressed — all  the  civilized  inhabitants  of  Europe  and 
the  Americas — are  agreed ;  for  they  claim,  not  only  to  be  mono- 
theists,  but  to  worship  the  same  God.  Jupiter  and  Dagon,  Ea 
and  Indra,  Osiris  and  Thor,  and  all  the  others  save  one,  have  been 
handed  over  without  compunction  to  the  methods  of  the  scien- 
tific theology.  One  may  ridicule  them  without  a  fear  of 
prosecution  for  blasphemy,  or  even  being  accused  of  bad  taste  ; 
and  with  good  reason,  for  nobody's  feelings  will  be  hurt.  It 
cannot  be  too  clearly  realized  that  the  division  of  opinion  has 
been  narrowed  down  to  a  single  godhead ;  for  both  Christians 
and  Mohammedans,  as  well  as  Jews,  profess  to  worship  the  God 
of  Israel. 


II.— 'ELOHIYM. 

THE  Hebrew  conception  of  deity  has  thus  become  the  centre 
of  interest  in  the  scientific  theology ;  arid  I  propose,  in  this  paper, 
to  say  a  few  words  respecting  it  from  that  standpoint.  The 
third  word  in  the  Hebrew  scriptures,  'ELOHIYM,  is  translated 
"  God "  ;  and  I  shall  commence  with  that.  The  termination 
IYM  is  that  of  the  masculine  plural.  'ELOHIYM  is  now  used, 
sometimes  W'ith  a  plural,  sometimes  with  a  singular  signification. 
For  instance,  in  Exodus,  xx,  2,  it  is  used  as  the  singular ;  in  the 
following  verse  it  is  used  as  the  plural.  In  the  one  case  it  is 
translated  "  God,"  in  the  other  "  gods."  And  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  capital  letter  which  is  given  to  it  in  the  trans- 
lation in  the  singular  belongs  to  the  translation  alone.  There 
are  no  capitals  in  Hebrew  ;  and  this  fact,  as  will  be  found 
in  the  course  of  our  thesis,  is  one  of  some  importance.  The 
probability  is  that  the  plural  meaning  of  'ELOHIYM  was  the 
original  one,  and  that  the  singular  meaning  arose  with  the 
passage  from  polytheolatry  to  monotheolatry,  i.e.  from  worship 
of  several  gods  to  worship  of  a  single  god. 

When  'ELOHIYM  is  used  to  designate  the  God  of  Israel,  it  is 


most  frequently  conjoined  with  a  singular  attributive  or  verb, 
but  not  invariably  so ;  and  let  us  keep  before  us  the  fact  that 
"  The  Hebrew  records  in  the  book  of  Genesis,  though  they  are 
undoubtedly  based  on  ancient  popular  lore " — popular  lore 
sounds  better  than  folk-lore — "have  been  recast  under  the  in- 
fluence of  a  higher  faith,  and  purged  of  such  elements  as  were 
manifestly  inconsistent  with  Old  Testament  monotheism."*  As 
it  is  chiefly  by  the  incompleteness  and  inconsistency  of  this  pur- 
gation that  we  are  able  to  trace  what  has  been  done,  the  few 
•exceptions  to  this  process  of  the  transformation  of  the  record 
acquire  a  significance  out  of  all  proportion  to  their  number.  If 
I  may  use  a  homely  metaphor,  they  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag. 
Moreover,  the  Pentateuch — with  which  we  are  now  mostly  con- 
•cerned — is  not  a  homogeneous  volume  by  a  single  writer — "the 
Five  Books  of  Moses,"  as  many  of  the  ignorant  or  those  im- 
pervious to  evidence  still  believe.  It  is  a  patchwork  of  docu- 
ments, of  different  authors  and  different  times,  edited  and  re- 
edited  with  the  view  of  shaping  it  into  conformity  with  one 
stratum  after  another  of  subsequent  ideas,  and  finally  Bowdlerized 
by  the  Macoretes,  of  whom  more  anon.  "  Do  you  believe  in  the 
Mosaic  authorship  of  the  Pentateuch  ?  "  I  was  asked  many  years 
ago.  "  Yes  "  ;  I  replied,  "  if  you  will  spell  Mosaic  with  a  small 


III.    THE  WRITTEN  LANGUAGE  OF  ANCIENT 
ISRAEL. 

THK  original  Hebrew  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  basic  Hebrew 
for  critical  purposes,  is  not  only,  as  I  have  said,  without 
-capital  letters — an  important  point  in  dealing  with  proper  names 
—but  is  also  without  vowels.  In  comparatively  modern  times, 
a  system  of  punctuation  has  been  added,  so  as  to  supply  vowels 
.and  accents  ;  but  no  one  who  wishes  to  get  to  the  bottom  of  a 
question  regarding  the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  text  can  accept 
this  vocalization  without  reserve.  As  we  have  it  now,  it  is  part 

0  Robertson  Smith's  Religion  of  the  Semites,  p.  288. 
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of  a  larger  editorial  system,  called  the  Macorah  (fetter,  fixture),. 
by  which  an  attempt  was  made  permanently  to  settle  the  text 
of  the  Old  Testament.  This  monumental  work  is  the  result  of 
the  labours  of  very  many  scholars,  extending  over  hundreds  of 
years,  and  was  not  completed  till  the  year  1425  of  the  Christian 
era,  that  is  less  than  five  centuries  ago. 

Moreover  "the  old  Hebrew  text  was,  in  all  probability, 
written  in  continuous  script,  without  any  breaks.  The  division 
into  words,  books,  sections,  paragraphs,  verses,  and  clauses  .  .  .  , 
the  fixing  of  the  orthography,  pronunciation,  and  cantillation  ; 
the  introduction  or  final  adoption  of  the  square  characters  "  now 
in  use,  were  among  the  early  work  of  the  Macoretes.* 

The  ultimate  text  of  the  Old  Testament,  upon  which  any 
final  judgment  must  necessarily  be  founded,  consists  of  long 
strings  of  uniform  consonants.  One  result  of  this  is  that  the 
solution  of  an  Old  Testament  puzzle  is  sometimes  to  be  found 
in  a  redistribution  of  the  letters  into  words.  In  Jeremiah  xxiii,. 
I  33»  by  turning  three  of  the  words  into  two,  we  get  the  much 
better  rendering  given  in  the  margin  of  the  English  Revised 
Version,  which  is  confirmed  by  the  Septuagint  and  the  Vulgate. 

Again,  many  of  the  letters  of  the  Hebrew  alphabet  are  so 
similar  that,  in  writing,  they  frequently  pass  into  one  another. 
A  large  part  of  the  work  of  the  so-called  Higher  Critics  consists 
of  endeavours  to  re-constitute  the  text  corrupted  in  this  and  other 
ways  ;  and  it  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  corruption 
of  the  text  is  a  reality,  whatever  may  be  thought  of  -the  some- 
times very  speculative  attempts  to  restore  it.  I  will  give  but  a 
single,  simple  instance  of  this.  The  Hebrew  w  differs  from  the 
Y  only  by  having  a  somewhat  longer  tail ;  and  these  letters  are 
often  confused  in  writing.  This  is  why  we  have  TS'FOW  in 
Genesis  xxxvi,  n,  and  TS'FIY  in  Chronicles  i,  36 — the  change  of 
vowels  following  from  that  in  the  consonants,  which  are  here 
quiescent.  In  this  instance  the  error  is  apparent,  as  the  two 
texts  can  be  collated  ;  and  it  matters  little  or  nothing  which  is 
right,  or  if  both  are  wrong.  But  who  can  tell  how  often  a 

K'  Caspar  Levias  on  the  Marorah,  in  the  Jeivish   Encyclopedia. 
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Hebrew  w  has  been  written  for  Y,  or  a  Y  for  w,  to  the  confusion 
or  perversion  of  the  text  ?  The  Hebrew  for  "  he  "  is  HW',  and  for 
"  she  "  HY'.  Now  some  editor  or  scribe,  emulating  the  feat  of 
Morgiana,  seems  to  have  lengthened  the  tails  of  the  Y,  wherever 
— save  in  eleven  cases — the  word  HY'  occurred  in  the  Pentateuch  ; 
and  it  is  thus  impossible,  in  the  Five  Books,  to  tell  (except  so 
far  as  one  can  judge  from  the  context)  whether  "  he  "  or  "  she  " 
is  meant.  Tims,  in  Genesis  iii,  15,  the  English  versions  translate 
"  it  shall  bruise  thy  head,"  while  the  Vulgate  renders  the  same 
words  "  ipsa  conteret  caput  tuum"  i.e.  "  she  shall  bruise  thy  head  " 
— I  believe  correctly. 

In  addition  to  the  above  sources  of  error,  all  sorts  of  mis- 
takes have  been  made  in  transcribing.  Marginal  notes  have  pro- 
bably been  incorporated  in  the  text  ;  passages  in  which  the  same 
word  occurs  twice  have  been  reduplicated,  by  the  eye  catching 
the  first  instead  of  the  second  ;  and  words  of  similar  sound  have 
been  confused  with  one  another.  Even  where  the  text  is  pre- 
sumably correct,  the  Macoretes  have  sometimes  put  footnotes 
directing  that  other  words  shall  be  read  (Q'REY)  for  those  which 
are  written,  or  have  put  to  words  in  the  text  the  vowel  points  of 
the  words  to  be  substituted,  with  the  implied  direction  that  such 
substitution  shall  be  made  ;*  and  translators  have  slavishly 
followed  these  directions,  or  have  done  so  because  they  dared 
not  put  the  correct  translation.  For  the  Q'REY  and  the  per- 
version of  the  vowel  points  have  often  been  used  to  cover  up 
obscenities  and  for  doctrinal  reasons.  And  the  result  is,  not  in- 
frequently, utterly  to  conceal  the  real  purport  of  the  record. 

This  sketch  of  the  difficulties  one  has  to  face  in  deciphering 
the  records  of  ancient  Israel,  and  thus  obtaining  some  knowledge 

*  Y'HOWAH  (Jehovah)  is  said  to  be  one  of  these  words ;  and  this  is  given 
as  the  reason  why  Jews  always  read  it  'ADONAY.  I  was  for  many  years  taken 
in  by  this  statement,  till  I,  at  last,  examined  it  and  found  it  wanting.  In 
my  article  The  Tetra(l)gYammaton,  in  the  "Jewish  Quarterly  Review," 
Vol.  xv,  pp.  97-9,  I  have  shown  that  '^DONAY  has  not  the  vowel  points  of 
Y'HOWAH  ;  that  Y'HOWAH  is  probably  YAHUW  with  the  addition  of  the  para- 
gogic  AH  ;  that  YAHUW  is  YAH  with  the  addition  of  uw,  the  ancient  suffix  of 
the  nominative  ;  and  that  the  pronunciation  Yahweh  is  a  mistake  built  on 
the  folk  etymology  of  Exodus  iii,  14-15. 


of  Israel's  deity,  is  necessarily  very  brief  ;  but  I  have  nought 
exaggerated,  or  aught  set  down  in  malice.  If  I  could  have  made 
it  longer,  I  could  have  made  it  stronger.  That  the  labours  of 
the  Macoretes  may  be  largely  accepted  I  do  not  deny.  That  it 
is  necessary  sometimes  to  take  their  results  with  a  very  large 
pinch  of  salt,  sometimes  to  reject  them  entirely,  I  emphatically 
assert.  No  editors  taking  upon  themselves  such  a  task  could  be 
trusted  absolutely  :  certainly  not  such  a  body  of  men  as  the 
Macoretes,  who  to  scholarly  zeal  of  a  very  high  order  added  zeal 
of  a  very  different  kind,  incompatible  with  a  strict  historic  truth- 
fulness. Philosophic  veracity,  indeed,  is  a  plant  of  very  slow 
growth.  It  had  attained  only  very  minute  dimensions  in  the 
minds  of  the  redactors  of  the  Old  Testament.  There  is  plenty  of 
evidence,  not  only  of  their  fallibility,  but  of  bias  and  deliberate 
falsification  of  the  text. 


IV. -WHO   WERE   THE    'ELOHIYM? 

LET  us  now  return,  after  our  necessary  digression,  to  the 
'ELOHIYM.  Who  or  what  were  they  ?  In  the  first  chapter  of 
Genesis  (v.  26)  we  have  a  recognition  of  their  likeness  to  one 
another  and  to  man — "  And  'ELOHIYM  said  :  Let  us  make  man  in 
our  image,  after  our  likeness."  In  the  third  chapter  (v.  22)  one 
of  the  'ELOHIYM,  Y'HOWAH,  is  represented  as  saying  that  man  had 
become  like  one  of  them  in  knowledge,  and  might  secure  immor- 
tality if  not  prevented — "  And  Y'HOWAH  'ELOHIYM  said  :  Behold, 
the  man  is  become  as  one  of  us,  to  know  good  and  evil ;  and  now 
lest  he  put  forth  his  hand,  and  take  also  of  the  tree  of  life,  and 
eat,  and  live  for  ever —  "  The  implication  seems  to  be  that  man, 
if  not  estopped,  might  become  immortal  by  eating  of  the  tree  of 
life  (fame  ?)  and  thus  become  'ELOHIYM  ;  and  this  leads  one  to 
suspect  that  the  'ELOHIYM  were^famous  men  who  were  supposed 
to  have  become  immortal. 

The  more  closely  one  examines  the  early  portion  of  the  Old 
Testament,  the  more  completely  does  this  suspicion  deepen  into- 
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conviction.  What  mark  of  virility  is  wanting  to  the  'ELOHIYM 
as  there  portrayed  ?  Y'HOWAH,  the  'ELOHIYM  of  Israel,  "  rested 
and  was  refreshed  "  after  six  days'  work.  His  footsteps  were 
heard  when  he  walked  in  the  garden,  in  the  cool  of  the  day. 
"  Sons  of  the  'ELOHIYM  saw  that  daughters  of  man  were  good, 
and  took  to  themselves  women  from  any  that  they  chose.  And 
Y'HOWAH  said  :  my  spirit  shall  not  abide  in  man  for  ever,  for 
that  he  also  is  flesh  ;  and  his  days  shall  be  a  hundred  and  twenty 
years.  The  N'FILIYM*  were  on  the  earth  in  those  days  ;  and  also, 
after  that,  sons  of  the  'ELOHIYM  went  in  to  the  daughters  of  men, 
and  these  bare  children  to  them.  These  were  the  GiBORiYMt  of 
old,  men  of  the  high  place"  §  (Genesis  vi,  2-4).  These  "sons  of 
the  'ELOHIYM  "  were  doubtless  the  youth  of  the  ruling  caste,  who 
corrupted  the  daughters  of  the  populace.  The  GIBORIYM  might 
be  freely  translated  the  Fitzes.  "And  the  world  was  degenerate 
because  of  the  'ELOHIYM  ;  and  the  earth  was  rilled  with 
violence"  (Genesis  vi,  n). 

Can,  again,  anything  be  clearer  than  Genesis  xviii  ? 
Y'HOWAH  visits  Abraham  as  one  of  "  three  men."  Abraham 
recognizes  him,  and  suggests  that  he  should  have  his  feet  washed 
and  take  some  refreshment.  A  repast  of  veal,  butter,  milk,  and 
bread  was  prepared,  and  Abraham  stood  by  them  near  the  tree 
while  they  dined.  In  Genesis  xxxii,  24-30,  Jacob  wrestles  with 
"  a  man  "  who  afterwards  declares  himself  as  'ELOHIYM  ;  and 
Jacob  says  :  "  I  have  seen  'ELOHIYM  face  to  face."  In  Exodus  iv, 
24,  we  are  told  that,  on  the  way  to  the  lodging-place,  Y'HOWAH 
met  MOSHEH  (Moses)  and  sought  to  kill  him. 

These  passages  make  it  evident  that,  at  the  time  referred  to, 
the  God  of  Israel  was  regarded  as  a  man  of  abnormal  powers. 
And  this  tallies  with  what  we  find  elsewhere.  Palgrave  relates 
that  a  traveller  asked  a  nomad  near  Basra  :  "  '  Who  is  your 
God  ?  '  .  .  .  'It  was  Fadee,'  answered  the  man,  naming  a 

*  Titans.  |  Giants. 

§  I  translate  SHEM  "high  place"  here  and  also  in  Genesis  xi,  4. 
SHAMAYIM,  "  heavens,"  is  the  dual  form  of  this,  the  two  high  places  divided 
by  the  firmanent,  the  upper  and  the  lower  heavens,  Uranus  and  Jove. 


powerful  provincial  governor  of  those  lands,  recently  deceased, 
'  but,  since  his  death,  I  really  do  not  know  who  is  God  at  the 
present  moment  ?  "  Robertson  Smith  says  :  "  What  is  often 
described  as  the  natural  tendency  of  Semitic  religion  towards 
ethical  monotheism  is  in  the  main  nothing  more  than  a  con- 
sequence of  the  alliance  of  religion  with  monarchy."*  The  fre- 
quent exclamation  'AVIYNUW  MAL'KENUW,  "our  father  our  king," 
in  the  Jewish  liturgy,  now  used  in  a  spiritual  sense,  is  an  echo  of 
a  conception  of  the  godhead  far  distant  in  time,  when — if  I  may 
quote  Robertson  Smith  once  more — "this  language  was  not  taken 
in  a  figurative  sense,  but  with  strict  literality.  If  a  god  was 
spoken  of  as  father  and  his  worshippers  as  his  offspring,  the 
meaning  was  that  the  worshippers  were  literally  of  his  own 
stock,  that  he  and  they  made  up  one  natural  family  with  re- 
ciprocal family  duties  to  one  another.  Or  again  if  the  god  was 
addressed  as  king,  and  the  worshippers  called  themselves  his 
servants,  they  meant  that  the  supreme  guidance  of  the  state  was 
actually  in  his  hands,  and  accordingly  the  organization  of  the 
state  included  provision  for  consulting  and  obtaining  his 
direction  in  all  weighty  matters,  and  also  provision  for  ap- 
proaching him  as  a  king  with  due  homage  and  tribute."!  This 
is  confirmed  by  such  sentence  names  as  'AVIYAH  (Abijah)  =  "  my 
father  is  Yah  "  ;  'AHHIYAH  (Ahijah)  =  "  my  brother  is  Yah  "  ; 
'AVIYMELEKH  (Abimelech)  =  "  my  father  is  Melech,  Molech,  or 
Moloch."  § ;  'ELIYMELEKH  (Elimelech)  =  "  my  god  is  Melech  "  ; 
MALKIYAHUW  (Malchiah)  =  "my  king  is  Yahuw,"  &c.,  &c. 


V.— SHEM. 

THERE  is  one  of  these  sentence  names  which  has  for  my 
thesis  most  weighty  significance,  SH'MUW'EL  (Samuel).  I  agree 
with  Dr.  Eduard  Glaser,  the  renowned  Himyaritic  scholar,  that 
this  means  "  SH'MUW  is  God,"J  and  SH'MUW  is  Shem  with  the  old 

*  Religion  of  the  Semites,  p.  74.  f  Ibid.,  pp.  30-1.  §  Or,  king. 

+   Jehowah-Jovis  wnd  die  drei  Saline  Noah's,  p.  n. 


nominative  affix  uw.  When  we  come  carefully  to  examine  the 
Old  Testament,  we  find  that  SHEM,  as  a  divine  name,  has 
been  studiously  covered  up.  It  was  easy  to  do  this,  as  Hebrew 
has  no  capital  letters,  and  one  of  the  meanings  of  this  very 
ambiguous  word  of  two  letters  (SH  and  M)  is  "name."  I 
translate  Exodus  xv,  3,  not  "  The  Lord  is  a  man  of  war, 
the  Lord  is  his  name,"  but  "  Jehovah  is  a  man  of  war, 
Jehovah  is  Shem"  (SH'MUW).  I  translate  the  ending  words 
of  Exodus  xxxiv,  5,  not  "  and  proclaimed  the  name  of 
the  Lord,"  but  "  and  proclaimed  Jehovah  as  Shem."  I 
believe  that  any  Hebrew  scholar  who  would  go  carefully 
through  the  Old  Testament  with  the  view  of  unearthing 
the  use  of  SHEM  as  a  proper  noun  would  reap  a  rich  harvest ; 
but  it  is  one  which  I  cannot  dare  to  gather,  least  of  all 
within  the  compass  of  this  essay. 

In  Leviticus  xxiv,  10-23,  there  is  a  most  interesting  account 
of  how  the  son  of  an  Israelitish  mother  and  an  Egyptian  father 
quarrelled  with  an  Israelite,  and  was  stoned  to  death  because  he 
cursed — whom  ?  In  the  English  Revised  Version  we  are  told  he 
"  blasphemed  the  Name  "-—very  suggestive  use  being  here  made 
of  a  capital  letter.  We  are  also  informed  that  the  offender  was 
put  "  in  ward  that  it  might  be  declared  unto  them  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Lord  "  ;  and  "  the  Lord  "  directed  that  he  be  stoned  to 
death,  and  that,  "  as  well  the  stranger,  as  the  homeborn,  when 
he  blasphemeth  the  name  of  the  Lord,  shall  be  put  to  death." 
Now  the  word  which  is  here  translated  "  name "  is  SHEM  ; 
and  the  definite  article  before  "  name  "  and  the  words  "  of  the 
Lord  "  after  it  have  nothing  corresponding  to  them  in  the  Hebrew. 
The  single  word  SH-M — which  may  mean  "name"  or  "Shem" 
or  "  there  "- — is  translated  "  the  name  of  the  Lord  "  !  It  is  clear, 
I  think,  that  this  unfortunate  son  of  an  Egyptian  cursed  SHEM, 
the  eponymous  ancestor  and  deity  of  the  Semites  among  whom 
he  was  living,  and  paid  the  penalty  of  his  imprudence.  I  trans- 
late vv.  13-16  as  follows: — "And  Y'HOWAH  spake  to  MOSHEH 
saying  :  Take  the  curser  outside  the  camp,  and  let  all  the  hearers 
put  their  hands  on  his  head,  and  let  all  the  assembly  stone 
him.  And  to  the  sons  of  Israel  speak,  saying  :  Any  man  who 


curses  his  'ELOHIYM  shall  bear  his  sin.  And  the  blasphemer  of 
SHEM  Y'HOWAH  shall  surely  be  killed  ;  all  the  assembly  shall 
certainly  stone  him  ;  alien  and  native  alike,  because  of  his  blas- 
phemy of  SHEM  he  shall  be  put  to  death." 

To  the  present  day,  Jews  speak  of  God  as  SHEM.  They 
regard  this,  quite  sincerely,  as  signifying  "  name  "  ;  but  the  pro- 
bability is  that  this  explanation  has  originated  in  a  rabbinical 
ruse,  and  that  they  are  really  employing  a  name  of  their  deity 
more  ancient  than  Y'HOWAH — by  which  latter  name  he  was  not 
known  in  early  times  (Exodus,  vi.  3) — though  their  consciousness 
of  this  change  of  meaning  has  died  out.  I  cannot  help  sus- 
pecting that  SHADAY,  strangely  translated  "  Almighty  "  in  the 
English  versions,  has  been  foisted  into  the  Pentateuch,  so  as  to 
take  Shem,  as  a  deity,  out  of  it. 


VI.— GHOSTS  AND  GODS. 

THE  'ELOHIYM  were  once  men  in  the  flesh  ;  but  they  did  not 
remain  so.  They  continued  as  'ELOHIYM  after  they  were  dead, 
and  then  the  worship  of  living  men  as  'ELOHIYM  gradually  died 
out.  And  this  theogony  is  found  elsewhere  than  among  the 
Semites.  Sir  Alfred  Lyall,  in  his  "  Asiatic  Studies,"  says  : — "  So 
far  as  I  have  been  able  to  trace  back  the  origin  of  the  best 
known  provincial  deities  (of  India),  they  are  usually  men  of  past 
generations  who  have  earned  special  promotion  and  brevet  rank 
among  disembodied  ghosts  by  some  peculiar  acts  or  accidents  of 
their  lives  or  deaths." 

'  'ELOHIYM,"  then,  came  to  be  used  as  a  term  denoting  what 
we  moderns  would  call  supernatural  beings — of  ghosts  of  the 
higher  order.  When  the  necromancer  of  the  Fount  of  Dowr 
thought  or  pretended  that  she  saw  the  ghost  of  Samuel,  she  said : 
"  I  see  'ELOHIYM  ascending  from  the  earth."  (I  Samuel,  xxviii, 
13.)  So,  again,  we  have  in  Isaiah  viii,  19:  "Shall  not  a  people 
seek  their  'ELOHIYM  ?  On  behalf  of  the  living,  the  dead  ?  "  A 


god  appears  to  have  been  a  king  among  ghosts,  having  rule,  like 
monarchs  in  the  flesh,  over  a  certain  country  and  people.  The 
parallelism — one  might  almost  say  the  identity — of  the  feelings 
with  which  gods  and  earthly  rulers  were  regarded  appears  from 
Exodus  xxii,  28  :  "  'ELOHIYM  shalt  thou  not  revile,  and  a  prince 
among  thy  people  shalt  thou  not  curse."  The  English  Author- 
ized Version  and  the  Vulgate  translate  the  first  part  of  this  : 
"Thou  shalt  not  revile  the  gods."  The  English  Revised  Version 
substitutes  "  God  "  for  "  gods  ;  "  but,  in  a  marginal  note  suggests 
"  Or,  the  judges." 

In  verses  8-9  of  the  same  chapter  and  verse  6  of  the  pre- 
ee\ding  one,  the  English  Authorized  Version  translates  'ELOHIYM 
as  "  judges,"  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  Targums  and  the 
Peshito.  In  I  Samuel  ii,  25,  'ELOHIYM  is  rendered  "judge."  In 
John  x,  34-36,  Jesus  pleads  :  "  Is  it  not  written  in  your  law,  I 
said,  Ye  are  Gods?  If  he  called  them  gods  unto  whom  the  word 
of  God  came  (and  the  scripture  cannot  be  broken)  say  ye  of  him 
whom  the  Father  sanctioned  and  sent  into  the  world,  Thou 
blasphemest,  because  I  said  I  am  son  of  God  ? "  The  reference 
is  to  the  82nd  Psalm,  in  verses  6  and  7  of  which  we  find :  "  I  my- 
self said,  Ye  are  'ELOHIYM,  and  sons  of  the  Most  High  all  of  you. 
Nevertheless,  like  man  shall  ye  die."  'ELOHIYM  here  has  been 
generally  taken  to  refer  to  the  judges.  The  Expository  Times 
says :  "  There  (i.e.  in  Psalm  Ixxxii)  the  judges  of  Israel,  even  the 
unrighteous  judges,  are  called  gods." 

Y'HOWAH  was  the  spiritual  king  of  a  certain  district  and 
people.  His  territory  was  not  very  extensive.  After  the  murder 
of  Abel,  "  Cain  went  out  from  the  presence  of  Y'HOWAH  and 
dwelt  in  the  land  of  Nod  "  (Genesis  iv,  16).  Jonah  was  not  so 
successful  in  escaping  across  the  frontier  to  Tarshish.  If  there 
is  anything  in  the  Old  Testament  which  is  supposed  to  teach 
monotheism,  it  is  the  second  of  the  Ten  Words  (Exodus  xx). 
But  what  does  it  say  ?  Y'HOWAH  announces  that  it  will  take 
four  generations  to  satiate  his  vengeance  on  those  who  are  dis- 
loyal to  him  ;  but  it  is  the  Hebrews  whose  disloyalty  is  thus  to- 
be  punished.  He  merely  claims  that  he  is  their  'ELOHIYM — that 
he  battled  for  them  against  the  Egyptians,  and  rescued  them 
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from  bondage.  On  this  ground,  he  claims  their  undivided 
allegiance,  and  proclaims  himself  jealous  of  other  'ELOHIYM  :  "  I 
am  Y'HOWAH,  thy  'ELOHIYM,  who  caused  thee  to  go  forth  from 
the  land  of  Egypt,  from  the  house  of  slaves.  There  shall  not  be 
to  thee  other  'ELOHIYM  before  me.  .  .  For  I,  Y'HOWAH,  thy 
'ELOHIYM,  am  a  jealous  god." 

Now  through  all  this  there  runs  the  implication  that  there 
are  other  gods,  of  whom  Y'HOWAH  could  be,  and  was,  jealous. 
These  bore  the  same  relation  to  other  peoples  and  lands  as 
Y'HOWAH  bore  to  the  land  and  people  of  Israel.  When  Jephthah 
remonstrates  with  the  Moabites  and  Ammonites  against  their 
invasion,  he  says  :  "  Wilt  thou  not  possess  that  which  K'MOWSH 
thy  'ELOHIYM  bequeaths  to  thee  ?  And  that  of  which  Y'HOWAH, 
our  'ELOHIYM,  has  taken  possession  in  our  favour,  that  will  we 
possess "  (Judges  xi,  24).  It  does  not  offend  Y'HOWAH  that  the 
Zidonians,  the  Moabites,  and  the  Ammonites  worship 
ASHTORETH,  CnEMOSH  (K'MOWSH),  and  MiLcoM  respectively.  He 
is  angry  when  the  Israelites  do  so  (I  Kings  xi,  33) ;  for  he  made 
an  agreement  with  them  that  they  should  be  his  people,  and  he 
would  walk  in  the  midst  of  them  and  be  their  'ELOHIYM 
(Leviticus  xxvi,  12).  Each  of  these  peoples  thought  their  own 
deity  the  best.  This  was  the  spiritual  side  of  their  patriotic 
bias.  But  they  passed  in  allegiance  from  one  god  to  another 
with  great  facility.  When  the  two  sons  of  Naomi  died,  the 
widow  of  one,  who  decided  to  stay  in  Moab,  returned  to  her 
people  and  her  'ELOHIYM,  while  the  other  said  to  her  mother-in- 
law  :  "Thy  people  shall  be  my  people  and  thy  'ELOHIYM  my 
'ELOHIYM." 

When  the  Israelites  came  into  relation  with  other  peoples, 
they  came  into  relation  with  their  gods.  As  their  contact  with 
their  neighbours  was  mostly  hostile,  their  feelings  towards  their 
neighbours'  gods  were  usually  of  the  same  kind.  But  this 
enmity  to  the  gods  of  other  nations  was  not  invariable.  Even 
so  conservative  a  writer  as  Mr.  Addis  remarks  : — "  When  Judah, 
under  Ahaz,  became  a  vassal  kingdom  to  Assyria,  the  Assyrian 
deities  had,  according  to  common  Hebrew  notions,  a  claim  to 


recognition  by  the  inhabitants  of  Judah  ;  they  had  become,  in  a 
sense,  the  gods  of  the  land.  Similarly,  at  an  earlier  period, 
Ahab  built  a  temple  for  the  Tyrian  Baal,  because  there  was  an 
alliance  between  Northern  Israel  and  Tyre.  Jahve,  therefore, 
and  Baal  were  the  gods  who  watched  over  the  treaty,  and  the 
Israelites  had  relation  to  both."  As  the  Rev.  James  Martineau 
said  :— "  The  monotheism " — or,  as  I  would  say,  the  mono- 
theolatry — which  the  Israelites  "  inherited  was,  in  its  origin,  a 
privilege  of  race,  an  ignoring  of  '  strange  gods,'  and  undivided 
loyalty  to  Jehovah,  as  the  divine  Guardian  of  their  fathers  and 
their  tribes ;  and  by  slow  degrees  alone  did  the  national  God 
become,  not  only  the  greatest,  but  the  only  one."* 

When  it  is  recollected  that  a  god  was  simply  a  king  among 
ghosts,  I  think  we  shall  see  how  the  attributes  of  deity  arose. 
The  language  of  oriental  sycophancy  and  adulation  were 
gradually  translated  into  spiritual  qualities  by  a  natural  process 
of  exaggeration.  As  things  appear  smaller  by  distance' in  space, 
so  they  tend  to  appear  larger  by  distance  in  time.  Look  at  the 
exploits  of  Y'HOWAH  recorded  in  the  Hexateuch.  At  first  we 
have  divine  victories  celebrated  over  Og,  King  of  Bashan,  and 
Sihon,  King  of  the  Amorites,  two  potentates  probably  on  a  level 
with  petty  West  African  chiefs ;  and  we  are  told  to  "  sound  the 
loud  timbrel  "  because  "  the  horse  and  his  rider  He  hath  thrown 
in  the  sea."  What  feats  for  the  God  of  Israel  as  now  conceived 
to  exult  over !  But  time  went  on,  and  the  deity  from  whose 
presence  Cain  went  by  changing  his  place  of  abode,  became 
omnipresent.  "  O  king,  live  for  ever !  "  had  its  counterpart  in 
the  dogma  of  the  eternity  of  God.  Our  constitutional  maxim 
that  "  the  King  can  do  no  wrong  "  and  the  doctrine  of  the  all- 
goodness  of  the  deity  have  a  strong  family  likeness,  which  is  not 
accidental.  In  short,  the  ghostly  king  was  a  magnified  shadow 
of  the  earthly  one,  and  became  a  lay  figure  on  which  all  the 
most  attractive  attributes — infinite  existence,  power,  and  good- 
ness— were  draped. 

Thus  was  religion  born  of  theolatry.     An  ideal  was  super- 

*  "The  Seat  of  Authority  in  Religion,"  p.  399. 
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induced  on  the  old  ghostly  objects  of  worship  ;  and,  as  men  im- 
proved, the  gods  embodying  their  ideals  improved  with  them. 
But,  as  I  said  many  years  ago  : 

"  Man  is  ever  made 

In  that  god's  image  t'whom  his  worship's  paid." 
If  better  men  led  to  better  gods,  better  gods  led  to  better 
men,  till,  as  Wellhausen  says  : — "  Whatever  Jehovah  may  have 
been  conceived  to  be  in  His  essential  nature — God  of  the 
thunderstorm  or  the  like — this  fell  more  and  more  into  the  back- 
ground as  mysterious  and  transcendental  ;  the  subject  was  not 
one  for  inquiry.  All  stress  was  laid  upon  His  activity  within 
the  world  of  mankind,  whose  ends  He  made  one  with  His  own. 
Religion  thus  did  not  make  men  partakers  in  a  divine  life,  but 
contrariwise  it  made  God  a  partaker  in  the  life  of  men  ;  life  in 
this  way  was  not  straitened  by  it  but  enlarged.  The  so-called 
'particularism'  of  Israel's  idea  of  God  was  in  fact  the  real 
strength  -of  Israel's  religion;  it  thus  escaped  from  barren 
mythologizings,  and  became  free  to  apply  itself  to  the  moral  tasks 
which  are  always  given,  and  admit  of  being  discharged,  only  in 
definite  spheres." 

It  may  be  said  that,  if  Jews  fought  against  polytheism,  they 
fought  for  monotheism.  This  is  true  of  the  later  Jews.  But  they 
fought  for  monotheism  as  against  polytheism  ;  and  when  you 
come  to  examine  their  religion  closely,  in  its  best  prophetic 
form,  the  theolatrous  element  tends  to  fade  into  devotion  to  the 
ethical  ideal.  The  Jew,  to  the  present  day,  is  emphatic  in  his 
assertion  of  the  unity  of  God,  and  sometimes  fancies  that  it  is 
his  special  mission  to  teach  this  vacuous  doctrine  to  mankind. 
The  declaration  of  this  transcendental  belief  is  supposed  to  take 
rank  as  his  most  solemn  utterance.  He  tries  to  arrange  so  that, 
at  the  moment  of  death,  words  which  he  supposes  to  mean  : 
"  The  Lord  is  One  "  are  the  last  he  hears.  This  is  regarded  as  a 
declaration  of  the  indivisible  unity  of  God — a  denial  of  all  such 
doctrines  as  the  Trinity.  To  my  mind,  this  belief  is  an  absurd 
anachronism — an  attempt  to  read  into  the  words  of  the 
Deut^ronomist  the  metaphysics  of  Maimonides.  I  translate 
Deuteronomy  vi,  4, — "Hear  Israel!  Y'HOWAH  is  our  'ELOHIYM, 
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Y'HOWAH  alone."  This  is  not  even  monotheistic.  It  is  merely 
monotheolatrous  ;  it  asserts  that  Y'HOWAH  is  "  our'  KLOHIYM,"  i.e. 
the  God  of  Israel.  In  this  it  is  in  line  with  the  Ten  Words. 

There  is  a  close  correspondence  between  the  evolution  of 
theolatry  and  that  of  politics.  Time  was  when  England  was 
divided  into  several  kingdoms.  There  was  a  king  of  Mercia, 
and  a  king  of  Wessex,  a  king  of  Northumbria,  and  several 
others.  We  got  rid  of  all  these  and  had  one  sole  monarch  of  all 
England.  Did  constitutional  progress  then  cease?  Were  we 
content  when,  instead  of  a  Heptarchy,  England  became  a 
Monarchy  ?  Not  at  all.  Having  but  one  king,  we  commenced 
to  divest  him  of  his  powers ;  and,  so  far  has  this  process  now 
gone,  that  it  is  an  aphorism  of  the  British  constitution  that  the 
king  can  do  no  wrong — in  plain  English,  that  he  can  do  nothing 
as  king  on  his  own  responsibility. 

It  is  the  same  in  the  cosmic  monarchy.  The  Walhalla  used 
to  have  many  tenants,  but  the  great  majority  of  them  have  been 
evicted.  One  remains.  The  gods  used  to  interfere  with  the 
course  of  affairs,  like  our  Plantagenets  and  Tudors.  Those 
interferences  were  called  "  miracles."  But  the  age  of  miracles 
has  ceased,  at  least  for  the  more  intelligent.  Attribute  after 
attribute  has  been  stripped  from  the  King  of  the  Cosmos,  till  the 
late  Mr.  Moncure  D.  Conway  denned  God  as  "  the  unknown  x  in 
the  equation  of  humanity "  ;  Professor  D.  G.  Ritchie  defined 
him  as  "  the  highest  or  ideal  good  "  ;  and  Mr.  R.  J.  Campbell  so 
defines  him  that  "every  one  of  necessity  believes  in"  him.  Wrhat 
is  the  use  of  talking  about  such  a  godhead  as  this  ?  He  is  an 
equivoque  and  nothing  more.  The  cosmos  of  the  more  ad- 
vanced theologian  is  a  kind  of  magnified  England.  It  is 
governed  by  a  constitutional  monarch,  who  is  the  centre  of 
homage,  and  in  whose  name  the  word  of  command  goes  forth, 
but  who  allows  law  to  take  its  course.  "  God  wills  it  "  means 
as  much  in  the  mouths  of  these  theologians  as  "  Le  roi  le  veut " 
means  in  the  making  of  English  laws.  The  Bible  is  "  God's 
word  " ;  but  this  again  is  an  unknown  x  whose  value  depends  on 
the  person  who  interprets  it  for  us.  The  tenour  of  "  God's 


word"  like  that  of  the  "King's  speech"  is  determined  by  our 
choice  of  ministers. 


VII.— THEOLATRY  AND  RELIGION. 

MY  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the  God  of  Israel  differs  in 
no  essential  particular  from  the  other  deities  who  have  been 
handed  over  to  the  dissecting  knife  of  the  scientific  theology, 
though  mankind  is  under  a  debt  of  lasting  gratitude  to  the 
Hebrew  prophets  and  thinkers  who  developed  the  conception  of 
him  in  an  ethical  direction.  When  Amos  made  him  say  words 
which  I  have  translated — 

"  I  hate,  I  recoil  from,  your  feast-days  ; 

No  savour  I  find  in  your  conclaves. 

I  take  no  delight  in  your  offerings 

Of  flesh  and  of  flour  ;  and  your  fatlings, 

As  tribute  of  peace  I  reject  them. 

Away  with  the  noise  of  your  singing  ; 

Your  music  of  harps  I  will  hear  not. 
But—. 

Let  Justice  roll  down  as  the  waters, 

And  Right  as  a  stream  ever  flowing." 

— when  Amos  put  these  words  into  the  mouth  of  the  being  he 
worshipped  and  asked  his  fellows  to  worship,  he  sounded  the 
keynote  of  the  highest  form  of  religion.  For  what  is  religion  ? 
It  is,  I  hold,  a  state  of  the  emotions,  resulting  in  a  consequent 
disposition  of  the  will.  It  is  a  sentiment  inspired  by  the  con- 
templation of  some  great  ideal  which  tends  to  focus  our  conduct 
on  the  end  which  is  regarded  as  the  supreme  goal  of  human  en- 
deavour. This  ideal  may  be  objectified  in  some  supernatural 
being  or  group  of  beings,  whose  existence  is  postulated  ;  or  it 
may  not.  It  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  religious  ideal  that  it 
should  be  embodied  in  a  god  or  gods ;  though  there  is  un- 
doubtedly a  strong  impetus  in  human  nature  towards  this  em- 
IxKliment.  It  may  seem  paradoxical,  but  it  is  nevertheless  true, 
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that  the  craving  for  this  spirit  world  as  the  basis  of  religion  (in 
so  far  as  it  is  not  a  mere  sediment  of  king- worship)  is  a  result  of 
the  materializing  bent  of  the  human  mind,  the  proneness  to  the 
objectification  of  that  which  is  really  subjective,  the  inability  of 
the  average  man  to  find  satisfaction  in  the  abstract  and  the 
ideal,  the  hitherto  ineradicable  propensity  of  men  to  clothe  the 
abstract  in  the  concrete,  even  when  it  has— so  far  as  we  know — 
no  such  embodiment  in  the  world  of  being. 

The  Agnostic  who  places  before  his  mind's  eye  the  concept 
of  an  ideally  good  human  being,  and  strives  to  shape  his  life  in 
approach  towards  this  ideal,  is  far  less  of  a  materialist,  in  the 
opprobrious  sense  of  that  term,  than  he  who  must  have  an  ob- 
jective or  concrete  being  to  worship.  The  best  Christians  take 
the  historic  Jesus — what  little,  unfortunately,  there  is  of  him — 
and  make  him  a  lay  figure  on  which  they  hang  all  the  most 
lovable  human  attributes.  When  they  worship  the  being  thus 
formed,  what  is  it  they  do  ?  Do  they  pay  their  homage  to  the 
mere  effigy  which  is  decked  with  all  the  most  adorable  qualities 
in  the  highest  state  of  perfection  which  they  are  able  to 
conceive?  Or  is  it  these  qualities  themselves  that  rouse  in  them 
the  feeling  of  adoration  ?  Surely  it  is  the  latter.  When  men 
worship  a  good  being  because  he  "is  good,  it  is  goodness  which 
they  worship. 

When  the  gods  become  ethicized  they  necessarily  fade 
away  ;  for  the  conviction  is  borne  in  on  us  that  the  moral 
attributes  with  which  they  are  draped  are  the  reality,  and  the 
ghostly  figures  with  which  they  are  associated  have  no  necessary 
connection  with  them,  and  are  mere  figments.  The  practical  ob- 
jective of  all  religion  which  has  any  worth,  or  any  chance  of 
permanent  survival,  is  the  formation  of  character.  There  is  a 
struggle  for  existence  between  religions  ;  and  that  which  tends 
to  produce  the  best  men  and  women — the  fittest  to  contribute  to 
the  promotion  of  happiness — will  inevitably  prevail.  Not  in 
theology  but  in  ethology — not  in  vain  dreaming,  however 
pleasant  in  itself,  but  in  resolute  pursuit  of  truth — shall  we  find 
the  scientific  basis  of  the  religion  of  the  future.  The  theology 
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of  the  churches  does  but  block  the  human  advance.  From  the 
time  of  Balaam  onward,  every  ass  who  has  been  urged  forward 
has  seen  a  supernatural  obstacle  in  the  path ;  and  it  is  for  that 
reason  I  ask  you  to  rejoice  with  me  that  the  last  of  the  deities  of 
civilization  is  following  in  the  wake  of  his  predecessors,  and 
that  religion,  divorced  from  the  superstitions  which  have  en- 
thralled it,  will  at  last  be  a  blessing  and  a  bond  of  union  for  all 
mankind. 
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